
60 tanglewood rd. , newnan, GA 30263 

November 2.2005 10:52 AM 

Senator Saxby Chambliss 
US. Senate 
416 Russell Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senotor Chambliss: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, fomily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-incame residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spreod the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC an my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency, 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Jane porker 

cc: 
The Federol Communications Commission 



FEB 2 2 2006 

I I 
Mark Lemelin 

7 Lindsey Ln , Charlton, MA 01507 

November 2.2005 4 1 6  PM 

Senator Edward Kennedy 
US. Senate 
315 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kennedy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constit.uents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior cit.ioens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessarv. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t.0 their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans t o  change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread th? word to  my^ community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately- 
affect. those in your constituency. 

Thank yon for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

If the 

Mark Lemelin 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Vaughan Mavir 

November 2,2005 1225 PM 
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Senator Wayne Allard 
U.S. Senate 
521 Dirksen Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Allard: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family a d  neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means thot someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 

month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many law-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential ond rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
rodical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I om a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change to a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Vaughan Mavir 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



j ack  patterson 

12656 rocky hill rd  403 , prairie grove, AR 72753 

November 2,2005 12:27 PM 

Senator Mark Pryor 
US. Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senotor Pryor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  o f la t  fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
o f  long distance, pays the same omount into the fund OS someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senlor 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordoble monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  dote information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "poss olong" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you poss along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

jack patterson 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



John La Jeunesse 
6315 Frosty Court, Lorton, VA 22079-1314 

November 2,2005 5 5 5  PM 

Senator John Wamer 
US. Senate 
225 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Wamer: 

I have serious conccrna regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John La Jeunesse 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



E B  2 2 2006 

Michael Ford 
41 1 N 3rd Ave , Wausau, WI 54401 

November 30.2005 5:28 PM 

Senator Herb Kohl 
U S .  Senate 
330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding blrrden of the USF from high volume to low-vo!ume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Michael Ford 

, :l , 1,, . . .  I , FCC General Email Box , 
_ .  . , > . .(  . , . ~ h  , . 

.". . .I i 



604 Euclid Avenue , El Dorado, AR 71730-4742 

November 2,2005 11:16 AM 

Senotor Mark Pryor 
US. Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senotor Pryor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) isition t o  chonge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  o monthly f lat  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, fomily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the  unfair chonge proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund OS someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing sa. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distonce users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition. it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  o numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislotion. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionotely af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Eric Dodd 

cc: 
FCC Generol Email Box 

, . .. . .. . . 
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FEB 2 2 2006 ; 

121 1-4th4v.No. , Sauk Rapids, MN 56379 

November 2,2005 5:35 PM 

Senator Norm Coleman 
US. Senate 
320 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Coleman: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constihlents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF f?om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fornard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Wheeler 

cc: 
FCC General Eniail Box 



Dianne Meeker 
P. 0. Box 748 ,Cherokee Village, Arkansas 72525-0748 

February 15,2006 12:13 AM 

Senator Mark Pryor 
U S .  Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Pryor: 

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, I oppose Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) Chairman Kevin J. Martin's plans to change the 
way monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund. 

Chairman Martin is proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection 
methodology from a "pay-for-what-you-use" system to a "monthly flat-fee." The flat-fee 
system would result in forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, 
long-distance users in the U.S. Shifting the funding burden of the USF away from high 
volume users -- like big businesses -- and placing the weight on low-volume users -- 
students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural 
consumers-- is unfair. I urge Chairman Martin to rethink his flat-fee plan. It is a de-facto 
tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43 million of low-volume, long-distance users 
in the U.S. 

Please pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know that your 
constituents have contacted you to oppose a USF numbers or flat-fee plan. Thank you for 
your continued work. I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dianne Meeker 

cc: 

nerd Email Box 



S.K. Walker 

7235 Log Hollow , Houston, TX 77040-1806 

November 2,2005 11:09 PM 

Representative Sheila Jackson Lee 
US. House o f  Representatives 
2435 Rayburn House Off ice Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Jackson Lee: 

I have serious concerns regording the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing So. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause mony low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition. it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I om a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my beholf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work ond I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

S.K. Walker 

cc: 
FCC General Emoil Box 



michael lindsey 

434 robinson road , owego, NY 13827-6808 

November 2, 2005 12:34 PM 

Representative Maurice Hinchey 
US. House of  Representatives 
2431 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hinchey: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l be negatively impacted by the  unfair change proposed by the  FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coolition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o o  f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

michoel lindsey 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Yovemher 2,2005 2:26 P M  

Representative John Sweeney 
US. House of Representatives 
416 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Sweeney: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents. including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a tlat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users. senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable mont.hly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep ZlSF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
fed& law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  thelr customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a ,numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to th; Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has pians to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

If the 

Thank you for your continued wbrk and I'look, forward t? hearing ab& your position on this matter. 
! .  I 
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Christine Root ' 
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C k  , 
F& General Email Box 

I !  



William Sherman 

2741 French Ave ,Lakeland, FL 33801 

November 2,2005 10:39 AM 

Senotor Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Boord on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deor Senotor Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to o monthly flot fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors. wil l be negatively impacted by the unfair chonge proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC chonges that system t o  a flot fee, that meons that someone who uses one thousond minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could couse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USf  from high volume to low-volume users is 
rodicol and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would hove a highly detrimental effect on small businesses 011 ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of which I am a member, keeps me informed obout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters ond up t o  dote information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I om awore 
that federol low does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reolity is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I om charged foirly. I f  the FCC goes to o numbers 
taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  chonge t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this motter. 

Sincerely, 

William Sherman 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Rhonda McClung FCC ;IIAILROOM 
PO Box 55,  Novice, T X  79538-0055 

November 2.2005 1:09 PM 

Senator John Cornyn 
U S .  Senate 
517 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Rr: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee, Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more intv the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing 50.  

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increase on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and urine< 

In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
frderal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a numbers taxed, my service will rost 
more. And according to the Coditim's recent meetings with top FCC officials, th? FCC has p!ans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without. legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 reqnest 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank ],nu {or ycur continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter, 

If the 

Sincerely, , .  . 

Rhonda McClung , ,  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Ernest Mancini 

240 Rotterdam St. , Schenectady, NY 12306-1526 

November 2.2005 8:57 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US.  Senate 
313 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Boc ver I I  e CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same omount into the fund as ~ m e a n e  who uses zero minutes of long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-valume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I wil l  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you p a s  along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency, 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Ernest Mancini 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Doreen Allen 

610 5. Granite St. #26. Prescott, AZ 86303-4726 

November 2, 2005 10:48 PM 

Representative Rick Renzi 
US. House of Representotives 
418 Cannon House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federol-Stote Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Renzi: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  chonge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, fomily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to o f lat  fee, that meons thot someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential ond rurol comumers. t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessory. I n  oddition, it would have a highly detriment01 effect on smoll businesses 011 ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Foir Coalition. o f  which I om o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  dote information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I om aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is thot they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I om charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to o f lat  fee system soon and without legislotion. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my beholf, letting them know how o f la t  fee tox could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this motter. 

Sincerely, 

Doreen Allen 

cc: 
FCC Generol Emoil Box 
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Representative Adam Putnam 
U.S. House of  Representotives 
1213 Longworth House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Stote Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

don seaman 

Dear Representative Putnam: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f lat  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair chonge proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, thot means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the some amount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes of  long distonce a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f lo t  fee tox could couse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordoble monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would hove o highly detriment01 ef fect  on small businesses 011 ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of  which I am o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information, While I om oware 
that federol law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  o numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coolition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols. the 
FCC has plons to  change t o  a f lat  fee system soon and without legislation. 

L 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o flat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing obout your position on this motter. 

Sincerely, 

don seaman 

cc: 
FCC General Emoil Box 
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Don Mason 

1101 N. Ely St. , Carrollton, MO 64633 

November 3,2005 1229  AM 

Representative Sam Graves 
U.S. House o f  Representatives 
1513 Longworth House Off ice Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Stote Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Graves: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member. keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass olang" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And occording t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Mason 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



11067 Unity Road, New Springfield, OH 44443-9721 

November 2,2005 5:21 PM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
US. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Shanabarger 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 FCC-MAILROOM 1 
p r o m e  stolmack 

602 hickory hollow dr. , mountain home, AR 72653 

November 2,2005 12:47 PM 

Senator Blanche Lincoln 
US. Senate 
355 Dirksen Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Stote Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lincoln: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes thot system t o  a flat fee, thot means thot someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same omount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
rodical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I om o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
thot federal low does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
toxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols. the 
FCC has plans to  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

jerome stalmock 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Roger Fogelbach 
29 Dorclin Ln , St Louis, Missouri 63128-1426 

February 08,2006 09:45 PM 

Chairman Martin 
Federal CommunicationCommission 

Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

445 12th St S.W. 

Dear Sir 

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, I oppose your plans to 
change the way monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund. 

You are proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methodology from a 
"pay-for-what-you-use" system to a "monthly flat-fee." The flat-fee system would result in 
forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, long-distance users in the US. 
Shifting the funding burden of the USF away from high volume users -- like big businesses -- 
and placing the weight on low-volume users -- students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers-- is unfair. I urge you to rethink his flat-fee 
plan. It is a de-facto tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43 million of low-volume, long- 
distance users in the U.S. 

I am also contacting my Representatives in the House and Senate so they can pass along my 
concerns to the FCC on my behalf. 
Sincerely, 

Roger Fogelbach 
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FCC - MAILROOM Devonne Jackson 
120 Eastbrook Lane, Willingborn, New Jersey 08046 

February 13,2006 09:30 AM 

Senator Frank Lautenberg 
U.S. Senate 
324 Hart Senate oflice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lautenberg: 

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, I oppose Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) Chairman Kevin J. Martin's plans to change the way 
monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund. 

Chairman Martin is proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection 
methodology fiom a "pay-for-what-you-use" system to a "monthly flat-fee." The flat-fee system 
would result in forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, long-distance 
users in the U.S. Shifting the hnding burden of the USF away from high volume users -- like 
big businesses -- and placing the weight on low-volume users -- students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers- is unfair. I urge Chairman 
Martin to rethink his flat-fee plan. It is a de-facto tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43 
million of low-volume, long-distance users in the U.S. 

Please pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know that your 
constituents have contacted you to oppose a USF numbers or flat-fee plan. Thank you for your 
continued work. I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Devonne Jackson 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 
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Bertina Richter 
4569 N. Warren Ave., Fresno, California 93705-1347 

I FCC-MAILROOM 1 
February 09,2006 08:09 PM 

Representative George Radanovich 
U.S. House of Representatives 
438 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Radanovich: 

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, I oppose Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) Chairman Kevin J. Martin's plans to change the 
way monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund. 

Chairman Martin is proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection 
methodology from a "pay-for-what-you-use" system to a "monthly flat-fee.'' The flat-fee 
system would result in forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, 
long-distance users in the U S .  Shifting the funding burden of the USF away from high 
volume users -- like big businesses -- and placing the weight on low-volume users -- 
students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural 
consumers-- is unfair. I urge Chairman Martin to rethink his flat-fee plan. It is a de-facto 
tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43 million of low-volume, long-distance users 
in the U.S. 

Please pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know that your 
constituents have contacted you to oppose a USF numbers or flat-fee plan. Thank you for 
your continued work. I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
A 

FCC General Email Box 



313 Butterfly Court, Wilmington, NC 28405-2661 

November 2,2005 5 3 2  PM 

Representative Mike McIntyre 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2437 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Mclntyre: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lynnda Hutchins 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Raphael Graves 
2470 Emory Lane, Marietta, GA 30068-3016 

November 30,2005 5 : 2 3  PM 

Senator Johnny Isakson 
US.  Senate 
120 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Raphael Graves 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 


